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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 1-10 are pending. 
Claims 1-10 are rejected. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 1-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention, 

Claims 1 , 4 and 5 have the following newly added limitations: 
"a control unit transmit switching information only via the network having higher 
speed transmission lines.... plurality of networks" 

The limitation is confusing. It is not clear if the "trouble" occurred in the lines with 
higher transmission speed or any lines, which are shared and have higher transmission 
speed? It is not clear whether the network that encountered the trouble is at the higher 
speed link which is unshared or shared. The only shared part of the links is the higher 
speed link. So there is confusion between what is happening where; i.e. the interaction 
between shared links, which are high-speed links and trouble occurring at some link, 
which could be higher speed, unshared links. So is there a difference between 
unshared or shared lines with higher transmission? 
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Claim 9 has similar issues. 

As such, the above-cited limitations are indefinite for failing to particularly point 
out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

3. * Claims 1 (as understood by the Examiner), 2, 3 and 8 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lauder et al. (US PAT PUB 2002/0135835), 
in view of Majd et al. (US PAT 6587974), hereinafter referred to as Majd. 
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In regards to claims 1, 2 and 3 Lauder teaches a node device (figure 1 element 
100) for connecting a plurality of networks (figure 6, elements 600 and 602) at least one 
of plurality of networks (page 3 section 0038, 412 interface for Packet-Over-SONET) 
having higher speed transmission lines (page 3 section 0038, Packet-Over-SONET), 
node device comprising: a plurality of input units (figure 1, element 126 and element 
122) for respectively inputting data from first transmission lines installed in each of 
plurality of networks; a plurality of output units (figure 1, element 126 and element 122) 
for respectively outputting data to second transmission lines installed in each of plurality 
of networks; and a first switching (figure 1, element 108) unit for switching the data input 
from input units to output units; a control unit (figure 4, Gigabit Ethernet controller 406) 
transmitting switching information only via at least one network (page 3 section 0038, 
412 interface for Packet-Over-SONET) having higher speed transmission line (page 3 
section 0038, Packet-Over-SONET) and at least one higher speed input unit (figure 1 
and page 3 section 0036, where element 126 has a higher bandwidth than element 122. 
The dual Gigabit Ethernet controller 406 further includes a dual GbE Medium Access 
Control (MAC) unit for transmitting and receiving GbE packets on the two GbE streams 
402, 404. The dual Gigabit Ethernet controller 406 further includes a Packet-Over- 
SONET Physical layer (POS-PHY) level 3 (PL3) Slave unit 412 for transmitting and 
receiving packets over the standard PL3 channel 414 (page 3 section 0036)); the input 
unit that inputs data from a transmission line shared by plurality of networks among first 
transmission lines having a higher transmission speed than other input units (figure 1, 
where element 126 has a higher bandwidth than element 122). 
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Lauder does not explicitly teach transmit switching information to the networks 
related to the fault. 

Majd in the same field of endeavor teaches if an error is detected at step 24, for 
example a break occurs at X 18 (see FIG. 1), a transmitter of node 12 (downstream 
node) connected to a second cable, cable B (cable 15), sends a fault notification 
message on the second cable B (15) to a receiver of the upstream originating node 10 
(column 2 lines 27-32). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Lauder's system/method by incorporating the steps of 
transmitting switching information to the networks related to the fault as taught by Majd. 
The motivation is that notifying nodes promptly about the fault enables them to take 
actions related to APS or Automatic Protection Switching quickly; thus making the 
network reliable. 

In regards to claim 8, Lauder teaches first and second transmission lines are 
formed by optical fibers, and said data is transmitted and received along first and 
second transmission lines after being or by wavelength division multiplexed by time 
slots (page 1 section 0008). 

4. Claims 6 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lauder, and Majd as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Moy et al. (US PAT 
PUB 2003/003541 1), hereinafter referred to as Moy. 
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In regards to claims 6 and 7 Lauder and Majd teach a 
multiplexing/Demultiplexing unit (figure 5, element 504) for multiplexing/ Demultiplexing 
data and sending this data to output units when data is switched and output to output 
units (figure 1, element 126 element 122) from input units (figure 1, element 122 
element 126) that have a transmission speed lower than that of output units (figure 1, 
element 126 element 122). 

In regards to claim 6, Lauder and Majd do not explicitly teach using the digital 
wrapper method or OHBT method. 

In regards to claim 6, Moy teaches (page 8 section 0109) using digital wrapper 
protocol. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Lauder and Majd's system/method by incorporating the 
digital wrapper protocol as taught by Moy. The motivation is that (as suggested by Moy, 
page 8, section 0109) various physical layer technology, for example, SONET, Gigabit 
Ethernet (GE), or a digital wrapper connection, can be used to encode data efficiently 
and reliably on the optical trail. Digital wrapper is one of the efficient networks being 
used in the optical world for optical communication successfully. 

5. . Claims 9 (as understood by the Examiner) and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over De Vito et al. (US PAT 6061335), hereinafter 
referred to as De Vito in view of Lauder, Majd and Moy. 
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In regards to claim 9, De Vito teaches a network system (figure 1) comprising: a 
first network (figure 1, stacked OC-48 ring) in which a plurality of first node devices 
(figure 1, Pop LSO and service nodes in stacked OC-48 rings) are connected by 
transmission lines; a second network (figure 1, stacked OC-3 ring) in which a plurality of 
second node devices (figure 1, LSO, CP in stacked OC-3 rings) are connected by 
transmission lines; and a third node device (figure 1, ring hubs 107, 109) which is 
connected to some of the transmission lines of first network and some of the 
transmission lines of second network, third node device transmitting and receiving the 
data transmitted and received by at least one of transmission lines connected to third 
node device at a higher speed than the data transmitted and received by the other 
transmission lines of first network and transmission lines of second network (figure 1 , 
element backbone ring 105 having higher bandwidth then access ring 101, both going 
through ring hubs 107, 109). 

De Vito does not explicitly teach third node unit comprising a control unit 
transmitting switching information only via the higher speed transmission line of the third 
node device. 

Lauder, in the same field of endeavor teaches within a node a control unit (figure 
4, Gigabit Ethernet controller 406) transmitting switching information only via the higher 
speed transmission line (page 3 section 0038, Packet-Over-SONET) of the third node 
device (figure 1 and page 3 section 0036, where element 126 has a higher bandwidth 
than element 122. The dual Gigabit Ethernet controller 406 further includes a dual GbE 
Medium Access Control (MAC) unit for transmitting and receiving GbE packets on the 
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two GbE streams 402, 404. The dual Gigabit Ethernet controller 406 further includes a 
Packet-Over-SONET Physical layer (POS-PHY) level 3 (PL3) Slave unit 412 for 
transmitting and receiving packets over the standard PL3 channel 414 (page 3 section 
0036)). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify De Vito's system/method by incorporating the node unit 
comprising a control unit transmitting switching information only via the higher speed 
transmission line of the node device. The motivation is that in a multi-ring network 
environment with nodes having links with various bandwidths, it is cost effective and 
efficient to send data, by consolidating them and transmitting them through higher 
bandwidth or fatter pipe, then to use multiple lower bandwidth links. 

De Vito and Lauder do not explicitly teach transmit switching information to the 
networks related to the fault. 

Majd in the same field of endeavor teaches if an error is detected at step 24, for 
example a break occurs at X 18 (see FIG. 1), a transmitter of node 12 (downstream 
node) connected to a second cable, cable B (cable 15), sends a fault notification 
message on the second cable B (15) to a receiver of the upstream originating node 10 
(column 2 lines 27-32). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify De Vito and Lauder's system/method by incorporating the 
steps of transmitting switching information to the networks related to the fault as taught 
by Majd. The motivation is that notifying nodes promptly about the fault enables them to 
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take actions related to APS or Automatic Protection Switching quickly; thus making the 
network reliable. 

In regards to claim 10 be Vito teaches at least two of third node devices (figure 
1, elements 107, 109) are disposed adjacent to each other, and the data that is 
transmitted and received by transmission lines (figure 1, backbone ring 105) between at 
least two of third nodes devices is transmitted and received at a higher speed (figure 1 , 
OC-48) than the data that is transmitted and received by the other transmission lines 
(figure 1, access ring 101) of first network and transmission lines of second network. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

6. Claims 4 and 5 would be allowable if rewritten or amended to overcome the 
rejection(s) under 35 U.S.C. 112, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action and no 
new limitaiton or change of scope takes place. 

.» 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments see pages 8-9 of the Remarks section, filed 10/10/2006, 
with respect to the rejections of claims 1-10 have been fully considered and are not 
persuasive. 

35 use 112 second paragraph: 

Applicant's argues (see page 8 paragraph 2) that independent claims I, 4, 5, and 
9 have been amended to clarify certain aspect of the invention. While the 
amended language clarifies the issues of the transmission lines, the higher speed 
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transmission lines, the USC 112 second paragraph rejection still applies, because, 
Claims 1 , 4 and 5 have the following newly added limitations: 

"a control unit transmit switching information only via the network having higher 
speed transmission lines.... plurality of networks" 

The limitation is confusing. It is not clear if the "trouble" occurred in the lines with 
higher transmission speed or any lines, which are shared and have higher transmission 
speed? It is not clear whether the network that encountered the trouble is at the higher 
speed link which is unshared or shared. The only shared part of the links is the higher 
speed link. So there is confusion between what is happening where; i.e. the interaction 
between shared links, which are high-speed links and trouble occurring at some link, 
which could be higher speed, unshared links. So is there a difference between 
unshared or shared lines with higher transmission speed? Claim 9 has similar issues. 
As such, the above-cited limitations are indefinite for failing to particularly point out and 
distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

35 USC 103(a): 

Applicant's argues (see page 8 paragraph 4) that the amended claims 1 and 9 
are not taught by the cited references; specifically, the routing of switching information 
only via the higher speed transmission lines when trouble occurs is not taught by the 
references. However, Examiner respectfully disagrees with the assertion. As described 
in the rejections, Lauder teaches a control unit (figure 4, Gigabit Ethernet controller 406) 
transmitting switching information only via at least one network (page 3 section 0038, 
412 interface for Packet-Over-SONET) having higher speed transmission line (page 3 
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section 0038, Packet-Over-SONET). Lauder does not explicitly teach transmit switching 
information to the networks related to the fault (trouble). Majd in the same field of 
endeavor teaches if an error is detected at step 24, for example a break occurs at X 18 
(see FIG. 1), a transmitter of node 12 (downstream node) connected to a second cable, 
cable B (cable 15), sends a fault notification message on the second cable B (15) to a 
receiver of the upstream originating node 10 (column 2 lines 27-32). It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify Lauder's system/method by incorporating the steps of transmitting switching 
Information to the networks related to the fault as taught by Majd. The motivation is that 
notifying nodes promptly about the fault enables them to take actions related to APS or 
Automatic Protection Switching quickly; thus making the network reliable. 



Conclusion 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Salman Ahmed whose telephone number is (571)272- 
8307. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 am - 5:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hassan Kizou can be reached on (571) 272-3088. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status infonnation for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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